JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. ROBERT BLACKEY of his country for the Portuguese Government, and concluding as a nationalist and revolutionist.1 Both Fanon and Cabral dealt with many of the aspects of revolution, the former more as an abstract theorist, the latter more as a party organiser. They examined the nature of revolution in Africa, the social structure, the utility of party and leadership, the value of violence, and the role of culture, while they also speculated upon post-revolutionary society.
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be employed. 'In the beginning', wrote Cabral, 'we thought it would be possible to fight in the towns, using the experiences of other countries, but that was a mistake. We tried strikes and demonstrations, but ... realized this would not work.'l At these points both men became revolutionists. On the nature of the African revolution Fanon and Cabral were in general agreement, differing only over emphasis and detail, some of which, however, is very important. Of the two, Cabral was far more explicit, but both expected revolution to be more than just a struggle for independence. For Fanon, revolution was part of the process of the regeneration of man and society, of self-liberation and rebirth. Only through revolution could a suppressed people undo the effects of colonisation. As a psychiatrist, Fanon was particularly interested in the psychological effects which revolution would have on the colonised man. For true liberation to occur, he asserted, independence must be taken, not merely granted; it must be the work of the oppressed themselves. It was through the actual struggle that liberation would come, restoring integrity and pride, as well as the past and the future. 'True liberation is not that pseudo-independence in which ministers having a limited responsibility hobnob with an economy dominated by the colonial past. Liberation is the total destruction of the colonial system.'2 The oppressed must bring all their resources into play because the struggle is at once total and absolute. The African revolution, and the larger liberation struggle of colonial people everywhere, is the fundamental characteristic of the advance of history in this century, according to Cabral.3 Such a revolution means the transformation of life in the direction of progress which, in turn, means national independence, eliminating all foreign domination, and carefully selecting friends and watching enemies to ensure progress. 'The national liberation of a people is the regaining of the historical personality of that people, its return to history through the destruction of the imperialist domination to which it was subjected.'4 A people must free the process of development of the national productive forces. Thus the struggle is not only against colonialism, but against neo-colonialism as well.
Cabral possessed a vision that encompassed the broad spectrum of revolution; he had an appreciation of the crucial everyday work of the struggle that Fanon lacked. He stressed that revolutionists must not fight for ideas alone, but for material benefits, improved conditions, and a better future for children. The fight must not be merely for abstract ideas of liberty and independence, but for local and pressing grievances and problems. National liberation, the struggle against colonialism, working for peace and progress, independence -all these will be empty words without significance for the people, unless they are translated into real improvements of the conditions of life. It is useless to liberate a region, if the people of the region are then left without the elementary necessities of life.1
In other words, it is through gaining supporters by arguing for local grievances that revolutionists will open the prospect for a better future wherein the more abstract ideas could be incorporated. Proceeding further, Cabral emphasised that although the goal of national independence was unquestionably vital, the struggle itself, to be truly successful, must continue on three levels: political action, armed action, and national reconstruction. This means: (i) that political work must be maintained at all levels of society to establish and preserve national unity; (ii) party organisation and discipline must be strengthened and adjusted to the evolution of the struggle to correct mistakes and hold leaders to proper principles and goals; (iii) the armed forces must be strengthened and the enemy isolated; (iv) liberated areas must be defended, kept tranquil, and developed for the benefit of the people there; (v) more cadres of complete revolutionists must be trained to be able to go out in the countryside and educate the people; and (vi) ties must be strengthened with other African nations, and with anti-colonialist and anti-imperialist forces everywhere.2
Cabral was thorough as he linked the revolution to the daily needs of the people. But this might have come to nothing without sufficient education and preparation beforehand. Here Cabral's contribution to the concept of revolution is especially valuable and, perhaps, unique. He used his position as a government agronomist during I952-4 to travel about his country and acquire an intimate knowledge of the life of his people, thus laying the groundwork for a later time when he would combine the theory and practice of revolution: 'nobody has yet made a successful revolution without a revolutionary theory',3 he said, echoing Instead, a period of two years preparatory political work was undertaken. This was especially difficult since Guinea-Bissau had an illiteracy rate of some 99 per cent, a shockingly small number of university trained men (only 14 prior to I960), and no military academy to teach tactics and strategy. A political school was founded in Conakry (in the neighbouring Republic of Guinea) in which, at first, party members received political instruction and were trained how to mobilise the masses. Then those peasants and youths who had been recruited went to the school, whereupon they embarked on an intensive education programme so that they too could return to the countryside to convince others to join the struggle. The attempt to gain followers avoided generalisations and pat phrases, using instead questions and information that would relate directly to those involved.
We started from the concrete reality of our people. We tried to avoid having the peasants think that we were outsiders come to teach them how to do things; we put ourselves in the position of people who came to learn with the peasants, and in the end the peasants were discovering for themselves why things had gone badly for them.l This political preparation was probably the hardest work of the revolution, but it was also the most useful. By 1962-3 the P.A.I.G.C. was ready to fight, and the years of preparation proved invaluable.
Fanon, as indicated above, paid little attention to the details of making a revolution; he was more interested in encouraging their occurrence. Analysis for the sake of analysis was for intellectuals; Fanon wrote to arouse, to anger, and to warn against the dangers of exploitation. But he expected the African revolution to proceed along two stages. First, there would be a period of physical struggle during which a national programme has to emerge to act as a unifying element in order to achieve independence. (This was no easy task, and Fanon, unlike Cabral, did not give it much attention.) Secondly, after independence the energies of the revolutionists must be directed into building a socialist state. Fanon did not encourage a chauvinistic type of nationalism; as a pan-Africanist he recognised that it was necessary to hold a people together. But he did favour a nationalism based upon the genuineness and individuality of the indigenous culture which would, in turn, unite with other anti-colonial and socialist movements; such a nationalism, however, has proved elusive.
Fanon's affinity for socialism was, like Cabral's, primarily the result of circumstance; he was not doctrinaire about it, nor did he feel that traditional Marxism-Leninism was completely suitable to Africa. Specifically, neither Marx nor Lenin dealt with the question of race, probably because it never occurred to them. Fanon took aspects of Marxism-Leninism and injected the race factor: 'you are rich because you are white, you are white because you are rich'.l Although he did not consider himself a Marxist he was sympathetic with the Marxist approach to revolution. But Fanon emphasised 'underdeveloped countries' as the agency for change, not 'social class'. Moreover, not only did Fanon wish to be free from capitalism, but also from any institutionalised form of communism as well. In fact, it was with sanguine -though it seems unrealistic -expectations that he looked to the Third World to create a humanistic society, apart from and independent of capitalism and communism.
Cabral similarly did not consider himself a Marxist and modified Marx on the subject of class in a way only slightly different from Fanon. 'We agree that history ... is the result of class struggle, but we have our own class struggles in our own country; the moment imperialism arrived and colonialism arrived, it made us leave our history and enter another history.'2 Therefore, while the class struggle has continued it has done so in a modified way. Africa's struggle is against the ruling class of the imperialist countries; this has given the class struggle another connotation, and has meant a different evolution for the African people. 'In colonial conditions no one stratum [or class] can succeed in the struggle for national liberation on its own, and the majority. In addition, the other classes had to be evaluated and utilised in terms of the peasantry, whose thinking is 'pure' and unhampered by the inconsistency and compromise of the urban proletariat and bourgeoisie. For Fanon, even in the post-revolutionary society the peasants must be central and pivotal; when they become the politically decisive arm of the revolution the nation will become a living reality to all its citizens.
Like Fanon, Cabral recognised the importance of the peasants because their very numbers provided the main strength of the opposition to foreign domination. Experience taught the P.A.I.G.C. that the rural masses would 'be the principal force in the struggle for national liberation '. Also, more than other groups, they have kept their culture and identity intact. But the peasants in Guinea-Bissau proved to be most difficult to convince that they were being exploited. Therefore, although the struggle must be based upon the peasants, Cabral did not see them as a revolutionary force per se. Here he distinguished between a physical force, which the peasants are, and a revolutionary force, which they are not. Admittedly, they comprise most of the population, control most of the nation's wealth, and do most of the producing. But to convince them to fight was difficult because, unlike in China, the peasants of Guinea-Bissau had no tradition of revolt and therefore did not welcome the revolutionists readily.2 Thus, Fanon and Cabral both saw the peasants as perhaps central to any African revolutionary movement although, as we shall see, unable to lead a revolution themselves. Where they differed, however, was in the relative faith each had in the peasants: Fanon saw them as a spontaneous revolutionary force, whereas for Cabral they were a vital, but difficult to persuade, physical force.
The two men also differed concerning the roles played by the proletariat and the lumpenproletariat. (Since they did not consider themselves Marxists, it is doubtful that they used these words, along with 'bourgeoisie', because they believed in them. Rather, it is suspected, they employed them symbolically as a basis for comparison with European revolutionary theory and because they were writing, in large measure, to a western audience familiar with such terminology.) The urban or colonial proletariat Cabral preferred to call 'wageearners'. Although they were hardly a traditional proletariat, many became committed to the revolution because, in comparing their 
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status to that of European workers doing the same job but earning more, they developed a consciousness of their exploitation.1 They are a 'little proletariat' and helped to make up the backbone of the revolution. Nevertheless, the cities themselves are strongholds of colonialism, and revolutionary activity there must be of a limited and clandestine nature.2 Fanon, however, had absolutely no use for the colonial proletariat; in fact, he was contemptuous towards African workers who, he insisted, were like the bourgeoisie in industrial countries: a favoured class. 'In the colonial territories the proletariat is the nucleus of the colonized population which has been most pampered by the colonial regime.'3 They were in a 'comparatively privileged position', and thus reluctant to attack a system which both created them and guaranteed their existence. 'In the colonial countries the working class has everything to lose; in reality it represents that fraction of the colonized nation which is necessary and irreplaceable if the colonial machine is to run smoothly.'4 To rely on the proletariat, said Fanon, is to try to transpose European conditions on Africa. Fanon and Cabral are equally far apart on the question of the lumpenproletariat. Marx thought this group was incapable of any constructive action. Cabral agreed to the extent that they were not to be trusted because of the assistance they usually give to the colonialists. But Cabral distinguished between two categories of lumpenproletariat. He expected nothing from the traditional diclassis, the beggars, prostitutes, pimps, and petty criminals. But the other group of declassis are those 'young people who are connected to petty bourgeois or workers' families, who have recently arrived from the rural areas and generally do not work'.5 This group is astute enough to compare its standard of living with the colonialists and, with the close relations it has with both the rural areas and the towns, has the potential for revolutionary consciousness.
Fanon did not draw a similar distinction between categories of lumpenproletariat. After beginning in the countryside, he said, the African revolution would filter into the towns through the lumpenproletariat, 'that fraction of the peasant population which is blocked on the outer fringe of the urban centers, that fraction which has not yet succeeded in finding a bone to gnaw in the colonial system'. Once politicised this group would be the 'urban spearhead' of the revolution. 'For the lumpenproletariat, that horde of starving men, uprooted from their tribe and from their clan, constitutes one of the most spontaneous and the most radically revolutionary forces of a colonized people.'l Unlike Cabral's more precise analysis, Fanon's discussion here is highly romanticised. He expected 'the pimps, the hooligans, the unemployed and the petty criminals ... all the hopeless dregs of humanity' to be able to 'recover their balance, once more go forward, and march proudly in the great procession of the awakened nation'.2
The final class to be evaluated by both men as they formulated their theories of revolution was the bourgeoisie (i.e. the merchants, businessmen, civil servants, professional people, and a few agricultural landowners). To Fanon it was a useless, parasitical class, not even a true bourgeoisie, but a 'greedy caste, avid and voracious ... It remembers what it has read in European textbooks and imperceptibly it becomes not even a replica of Europe, but its caricature.'3 And unlike in European countries, the bourgeois phase in the history of underdeveloped countries is a useless one, not even promoting an economy to make a socialist revolution possible. The national middle class which takes over power at the end of the revolution is underdeveloped itself, and is in no way commensurate with the bourgeoisie of the mother country. It is engaged neither in production, building, nor labour. 'It is completely canalized into activities of the intermediary type. Its innermost vocation seems to be to keep in the running and to be part of the racket.'4 Because the national bourgeoisie is strung up to defend its immediate interests ... sees no further than the end of its nose, [and] reveals itself incapable of simply bringing national unity into being, or of building up the nation on a stable and productive basis ...
[it] should not be allowed to find the conditions necessary for its existance and growth.5
The bourgeoisie only tries to replace the colonial class that had been removed by the revolution, whereas for Fanon the aim is to redistribute the productive energies of the nation, not to substitute black bourgeoisie for white.
Fanon wrote that the bourgeoisie must betray its classical role and not act like selfish, national bourgeoisie; it must think of the nation and completely identify with them. This process is slow and uneven, with many among the bourgeoisie being indecisive. But it is only through the struggle that they can hope to identify with the masses; from the African bourgeoisie there arises 'the first important step toward mobilizing and organizing the masses for the struggle'.' With the success of the struggle the petty bourgeoisie must continue to lead. 'The moment national liberation comes and the petty bourgeoisie takes power we enter, or rather return to history, and thus the internal contradictions break out again.'2 When this happens 'the petty bourgeoisie can either ally itself with imperialism and the reactionary strata in its own country to try and preserve itself as a petty bourgeoisie or ally itself with the workers and peasants'.3 This, finally, means that for the petty bourgeoisie to fulfil its r6le in the revolution it 'must be capable of committing suicide as a class in order to be reborn as revolutionary workers, completely identified with the deepest aspirations of the people to which they belong'.4 This, said Cabral, is the dilemma of the petty bourgeoisie in the struggle. It is also the fulcrum upon which turns the success of the revolution.
Thus, although both men could agree on the nature of the dilemma facing the indigenous bourgeoisie, the results of their respective analyses pointed in opposite directions. Fanon's bourgeoisie would fail the revolution and try to use the struggle for its own selfish ends; other groups would have to ensure the success of the struggle. But Cabral's bourgeoisie, in sufficient numbers, would-no, must -join forces with the masses, and become reincarnated in the condition of workers and peasants to bring about a successful revolution. This is one of the most important differences between their theories.
PARTIES AND LEADERSHIP
Lenin made a distinctive contribution to the theory and practice of revolution when he substituted party for class as the motive force. The party, he said, showed the masses the way.5 Virtually all revolutionary theorists since then have utilised Lenin, in one way or another, in their analyses of parties and leadership. Fanon and Cabral each recognised the value of efficient leaders for a successful revolution but, as with the other factors we have surveyed, there are both similarities and differences in their considerations.
Fanon, as emphasised above, recognised the conservative nature of the peasants, as well as their potential for collective and spontaneous violent action. But peasants lack adequate intellectual leadership without which the revolution would fail. Such leadership, according to Fanon, will come from the revolutionary elite in the cities who otherwise have no base for action. It is crucial for revolutionary leaders to intervene at the precise moment when peasant hostility erupts against the colonial force. With outside leadership, momentum can be maintained and the insurrection of the peasants can be transformed into a revolution.' Thus, Fanon hoped to turn peasant violence into an angry awareness of injustices by merging it with revolutionary leadership. When peasant revolts occur it is the duty of revolutionary leaders to move in and direct them.
What Fanon found wrong with most national political parties in colonial countries was that they were reformist and alienated from the During the struggle, liberated areas must be organised so that colonial rule can be replaced effectively. Autonomous regions must be eliminated to prevent local potentates from exercising power, selfishly, over the people. Everything must be tied to the party's central organisation, with military leadership a part of (and not separate from, nor superior to) the political. But military effectiveness is vital because the revolutionists must show the masses that they are at least as powerful as the colonial army; otherwise they might lose the support of the masses. Therefore, the party must also train and organise forces to follow-up the political groundwork. Simultaneously, care must be taken to keep the guerrillas in contact with the masses and to encourage local participation. All this is the task of the party for Cabral.
REVOLUTIONARY VIOLENCE
Fanon is probably best known for his views on violence and revolution, a subject about which there is considerable debate. did not elaborate upon what would happen after the success of the revolution. His emphasis was on redistribution rather than upon material creation. Moreover, he viewed the struggle for liberation as part of a larger African-wide movement for a democratic and social revolution. But in pursuing this goal, Fanon warned, none of the African nations could afford to imitate western and capitalistic ways of life; in fact, none should dare imitate the West because it would only lead to a similar moral and spiritual debasement. He tried to minimise the differences between Arab Africa and Black Africa because they, as well as the other divisions of the continent, in no way reflected tribal differences, geographic realities, or economic and social factors. They were, instead, the 'gift' of Europe to Africa. Fanon believed that common interests should bring Africans together in order to 'try to set afoot a new man'.1
Cabral also believed in looking to the future, beyond the struggle for national liberation, to the economic, social, and cultural evolution of the people on their road to progress. He, too, opposed 'narrow nationalisms which do not serve the true interests of the people' and favoured instead an 'African unity, on a regional or continental scale, inasfar as it is necessary for the progress of the African peoples'.2 Although he expected tribal differences to disappear with the success of the struggle as they were absorbed by the new social order, he still recognised that everyday conditions must also be changed. The most important thing of all, he said, 'is an understanding of our people's situation . . .We must assure [them] that those who bear arms are sons of the people and that arms are no better than the tools of labor.'3 The purpose and goal of the revolution is to protect the man with the tool.
EPITAPH
Fanon was more concerned with making the revolution than with predicting the future in much detail. His writings were intended to be a part of the war against colonialism and imperialism. He saw hope for Africa in all the people of the continent coming to grips with the problems of unity and solidarity, so that they could collectively pursue the best interests of all concerned, especially those of the masses, in the quest for total liberation. Fanon was a brilliant propagandist of revolution, a prophet of hope for the oppressed.
